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DETAILED ACTION 

This application has been examined. Claims 1-11 are pending. 

Priority 

The effective date for the subject matter described in the pending claims in this 
application is March 29, 2001. 



Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on March 29,2001 was 
filed after the mailing date of the application on March 29, 2001 . The submission is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof , may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

With respect to Claim 1 , the subject matter described in the claim is considered 
to be solely non-functional, descriptive material. 
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Claims to computer-related inventions that are clearly nonstatutory fall into the 
same general categories as nonstatutory claims in other arts, namely natural 
phenomena such as magnetism, and abstract ideas or laws of nature which constitute 
"descriptive material." Abstract ideas or the mere manipulation of abstract ideas are not 
patentable. Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive 
material" or "nonfunctional descriptive material." In this context, "functional descriptive 
material" consists of data structures and computer programs which impart functionality 
when employed as a computer component. (The definition of "data structure" is "a 
physical or logical relationship among data elements, designed to support specific data 
manipulation functions." "Nonfunctional descriptive material" includes but is not limited 
to music, literary works and a compilation or mere arrangement of data. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Diaz et al. (US 
Patent 458232) hereinafter referred to as Diaz. 
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With respect to Claim 1 , Diaz discloses a frame for a message in a real-time 
network protocol for controlling the routing of information on a data communications 
network, comprising: a preamble field having a single-byte pattern; a single-byte control 
field; a data count field having from one to three bytes; a destination address field 
having from one to four bytes; a source address field having from one to four bytes; a 
data field having from zero to 254 bytes; and a 16-bit checksum field. (Figure 2 Item 24 
Item 30, Figure 15a Items 270-276, Column 8 Lines 5-10, Lines 30-35, Column 15 Lines 
40-45, Column 35 Lines 35-40, Column 26 Lines 15-20) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to v^ich said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kryskow et al. (US Patent 4491946) hereinafter referred to as Kryskow in view of Diaz 
et al. (US Patent 4858232) hereinafter referred to as Diaz. 

With respect to Claim 2, Kryskow discloses a real-time network protocol for 
controlling the routing of information on a data communications network among a 
plurality of peer network devices comprising a token passing structure for granting 
message transmission rights on the network having a one-byte field in each message 
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from one of said devices wherein said field includes a single grant bit for determining 
whether the right to control access to the network is to be maintained by the said device 
generating the message or passed to the next sequential device of said plurality of 
devices. (Column 5 Lines 30-40, Column 28 Lines 30-50) 

With respect to Claim 3, Kryskow discloses the protocol of claim 2 wherein said 
one-byte field includes a response required bit for indicating whether or not a response 
is required from one of said plurality of devices to the message from said message 
generating device. (Column 28 Lines 45-48) Kryskow discloses of state variable 
definitions on Boolean format, having true, set or clear states. 

With respect to Claim 4, Kryskow discloses the protocol of claim 3 wherein said 
one-byte field includes a response bit for indicating whether or not the message 
containing the bit is a response to a request from another device. (Column 28 Lines 29- 
24) Kryskow discloses of state variable definitions on Boolean format, having true, set 
or clear states. 

However, while Kryskow describes a message format that is adaptable to any 
high level data communications (HDLC) protocol, Kryskow does not disclose of the 
message format including a designated control field to hold the indicators described in 
Claims 2-3. 

Diaz discloses of a message format that includes a control field as part of the 
frame message. The control field provides sufficient information to independently 
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specify a type of service and specifying various service parameters. (See Diaz Column 
8 Lines 30-35) 

Kryskow and Diaz are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding message formats for use in communications systems using token- 
passing techniques. It is respectfully suggested that at the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a separate and 
distinct control field as described by Diaz as part of the message frame in order to 
contain various information related to token control and message control for the token- 
passing communication system described by Kryskow. The suggested motivation for 
doing so would have been to have a central location for keeping control information so 
that the message is processed and routed correctly through the different devices and 
communication layers. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the control field described by 
Diaz with the message format and protocol described by Kryskow in order to obtain the 
invention as specified in Claims 2-4. 

Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kryskow et al. (US Patent 4491946) hereinafter referred to as Kryskow in view of Diaz 
et al. (US Patent 4858232) hereinafter referred to as Diaz, further in view of Young (US 
Patent 5487152). 
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With respect to Claims 5, the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz, when 
applied together, substantially disclose the protocol of Claim 4 having a one-byte control 
field, as shown in the rejection for Claims 2-4. 

With respect to Claims 6, the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz, when 
applied together, substantially disclose the protocol of Claim 5 having a one-byte control 
field, as shown in the rejection for Claims 2-4. 

However, the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz do not disclose of a 
control field that indicates the number of source and destination address bytes used in 
the message, where the said source and destination addresses may be 1-,2-,3- or 4- 
byt.es long. 

Young discloses of a frame message format that includes a control field. The 
control field contains information that specifies the length of the source and destination 
address. Young also discloses using source addresses and destination addresses that 
range from 2 bytes to 6 bytes long. (See Young Column 2 Lines 15-30) 

Kryskow , Diaz, and Young are analogous art because they present concepts 
and practices regarding message formats for use in communications systems using 
token-passing techniques. It is respectfully suggested that at the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include separate 
source address and destination address length indicators as described by Young in the 
control field described by the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz, such indicators 
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indicating a 1-2-3- or 4-byte long address. The suggested motivation for doing so 
would have been to facilitate correct decoding of the addresses and correct routing of 
the message through the different devices and communication layers. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the address length indicator in 
the control field described by Young with the message format and protocol described by 
the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz in order to obtain the invention as 
specified in Claims 5 and 6. 

Claims 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kryskow et al. (US Patent 4491946) hereinafter referred to as Kryskow in view of Diaz 
et al. (US Patent 4858232) hereinafter referred to as Diaz, further in view of Aggers et 
al. (US Patent 4949337 ) hereinafter referred to as Aggers. 

With respect to Claim 7, Kryskow discloses a method of communicating between 
a plurality of peer network devices in a queue on a data communications network, each 
of the devices having the ability to pass a token for granting message transmission 
rights on the network, (Kryskow Column 5 Lines 30-40) the method comprising the 
steps of: a. generating a message within one of the plurality of peer network devices, 
the message including a single-byte field, the single-byte field including a grant bit that 
determines whether the said peer network device intends to pass the transmission 
rights token to the subsequent sequential peer network device on the queue;(Kryskow 
Column 28 Lines 30-50) b. sending the generated message to the data communications 
network (Kryskow Column 1 Lines 10-15); c. the subsequent sequential peer network 
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device determining from the message control field grant bit whether the token is to be 
passed to it; (Kryskow Column 28 Lines 45-50) d. passing the token according to the 
message control field grant bit; (Kryskow Column 1 Lines 10-15) e. the intended 
message destination device receiving and complying with the generated message; 
(Kryskow Column 1 Lines 10-15) f. repeating steps "a" through "e" above for each 
sequential peer network device until token is passed to the last device in the queue 
(Kryskow Column 9 Lines 45-55); g. the device passing the token from the last device to 
the first device in the queue; h. continuously repeating steps "a" through "g." (Kryskow 
Figure 1 ) 

With respect to Claim 8, Kryskow discloses the method of claim 7 including the 
additional steps of: i. identifying any non-responsive peer network device in the queue; 
(Kryskow Column 5 Lines 50-65 Column 37 Lines 30-35). 

With respect to Claim 9, Kryskow discloses the method of claim 8 including the 
additional steps of: k. occasionally checking any non-responsive peer network devices 
for a response; (Kryskow Column 5 Lines 50-65 Column 37 Lines 30-35) and I. 
returning each such responsive device to the queue. 

With respect to Claim 10, Kryskow discloses the method of claim 9 including the 
additional steps of: m. occasionally checking beyond the end of the queue for additional 
new devices; and n. adding each such additional device to the queue. (Kryskow Column 
5 Lines 50-65) 
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However, with respect to Claims 7-10, while Kryskow describes a message 
format that is adaptable to any high level data communications (HDLC) protocol, 
Kryskow does not disclose of the message format including a designated control field to 
hold the indicators described in Claims 7-10. Kryskow does not disclose of a master 
device in the system, such master device being the only active master device at any 
point in time and performing as described in Claims 7-10. With respect to Claim 8, 
Kryskow does not disclose generating a message and passing the token for said non- 
responsive device each time through the queue. 

Diaz discloses of a message format that includes a control field as part of the 
frame message. The control field provides sufficient information to independently 
specify a type of service and specifying various service parameters. (See Diaz Column 
8 Lines 30-35) 

Kryskow and Diaz are analogous art because they present concepts and 
practices regarding message formats for use in communications systems using token- 
passing techniques. It is respectfully suggested that at the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a separate and 
distinct control field as described by Diaz as part of the message frame in order to 
contain various information related to token control and message control for the token- 
passing communication system described by Kryskow. The suggested motivation for 
doing so would have been to have a central location for keeping control information so 
that the message is processed and routed correctly through the different devices and 
communication layers. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the control field described by 
Diaz with the message format described by Kryskow in order to obtain the frame 
message format that includes a control field. 

However, while the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz, when applied 
together, are enough to substantially disclose the frame message format described in 
Claims 7-10, Kryskow and Diaz do not disclose of a master device in the system, such 
master device being the only active master device at any point in time and performing 
as described in Claims 7-10. With respect to Claim 8, the combined teachings of 
Kryskow and Diaz not disclose of generating a message and passing the token for said 
non-responsive device each time through the queue. 

Aggers discloses of a token passing communication network having a master 
node maintaining a master list of nodes. The master node shall specify the order in 
which the token is passed. (Aggers Abstract, Column 1 Lines 55-60) Furthermore, 
Aggers discloses of a token message generator (Aggers Figure 4, Column 8 Lines 25- 
35) such that a message and/or a token is passed for any non-responsive devices in the 
system. 

Kryskow , Diaz, and Aggers are analogous art because they present concepts 
and practices regarding communications systems using token-passing techniques. It is 
respectfully suggested that at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
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person of ordinary skill in the art to have a master device as described by Aggers in the 
method described by the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz, such master device 
(using a token message generator) being able to generate messages and tokens for 
any non-responsive devices in the system. The suggested motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow for maximum flexibility in controlling the token-passing 
mechanism, both within the local bus and also across multiple networks. Also, as 
Aggers suggests, having the master node facilitates the reconfiguration process, in case 
the need arises. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the practice of having a master 
node in the network described by Aggers with the message format and method 
described by the combined teachings of Kryskow and Diaz in order to obtain the 
invention as specified in Claims 7-1 0. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kryskow 
et al. (US Patent 4491946) hereinafter referred to as Kryskow in view of Diaz et al. (US 
Patent 4858232) hereinafter referred to as Diaz, further in view of Aggers et al. (US 
Patent 4949337 ) hereinafter referred to as Aggers, further in view of Segarra (US 
Patent 4609920). 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , the combined teachings of Kryskow Diaz and Aggers, 
when applied together, substantially disclose the method of claim 10 including the 
additional steps of: o. the master device establishing a plurality of sequential devices on 
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the queue; p. the master device passing the token from the last device to the first device 
on the queue; q. the master device occasionally allowing the token to be passed from 
the last device to the next sequential device in the queue. 

However, the combined teachings of Kryskow, Diaz and Aggers do not disclose 
of any priority assignments for the devices in the network, such priority assignments 
being a consideration in the token passing mechanism. 

Segarra discloses of network wherein a priority level indicating a frequency of 
allocation of the token is assigned to each network device, such that token is passed 
from the highest priority devices to the lowest priority devices (Segarra Column 1 Lines 
10-20 Column 2 Lines 55-65) 

Kryskow , Diaz, Aggers and Segarra are analogous art because they present 
concepts and practices regarding communications systems using token-passing 
techniques. It is respectfully suggested that at the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to allow priority levels to be assigned 
to each network device as described by Segarra in the system described by the 
combined teachings of Kryskow, Diaz, and Aggers such that higher priority devices 
receive token control more frequently than non-priority devices. The suggested 
motivation for doing so would have been for the system administrator to select devices 
that have higher probability of providing relevant information and allocate the token 
more frequently for those devices. In a video surveillance system for a bank for 
example, cameras directed at the teller counter might be assigned a higher priority than 
cameras directed at the parking lot or the ATM machine. Priority assignments also help 
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with regards to load balancing when dealing with networks or devices with a significant 
difference in volume, bandwidth, and other performance considerations. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the practice of assigning 
priority levels to each device in the network as described by Segarra with the message 
format and method described by the combined teachings of Kryskow, Diaz and Aggers 
in order to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 1 1 . 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Please refer to the enclosed PTO-892 form for details. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Greg Bengzon whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3944. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. thru Fri. 8 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Cuchlinski can be reached on (571)272-3925. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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